Record of Interview 


© 

Special Inspector General for 
Afghanistan Reconstruction 



Interviewees: 

SIGAR Attendees: 

Grant McLeod, Kate Bateman 


Non- attribution Basis: Yes 

X 

No 



Recorded: Yes 


No 

IJ 



Recording File Record Number: 

Prepared By: _ 

Kate Bateman, Research Analyst 

Reviewed By: _ 

Grant McLeod, Subject Matter Expert and LL-02 Project Lead 
Key Topics: 

• Senior Officials Meeting (SOM), TMAF, and 5+3+3 Group 

• China and India as donors 

• Incentivized aid 

• Indicators and monitoring, NPPs 

• International Contact Group (ICG) 

• UN and World Bank 

• Recommendations 









Record of Interview 


Special Inspector General for 
Afghanistan Reconstruction 


© 


Background 



Upcoming Senior Officials Meeting on Refreshing TMAF; 5+3+3 group 

The SOM is scheduled for September 5 in Kabul. Goal is to complete the Refresh document by that 
time. [KB note: this refers to "updating/refreshing” TMAF.] There’s been coordination among 
donors in Kabul, in the 5+3+3 forum, and regular discussions particularly at Ambassadorial level. 
There are occasional conference calls among representatives of that group [5+3+3] from capitals; 
we use that group as a coordinating mechanism at different levels. 


The 

sometimes more politic al/MFA ty pes. But the ICG had a political meeting on the TMAF Refresh, to 
consolidate views on it. Pretty high degree of consensus on what the Refresh document 

should look like. TMAF won’t be thrown out, but literally updated and we will ensure it aligns with 
priorities of the Afghan government. We'll maintain the principles of the earlier document. Donors 
are looking at aid effectiveness; probably not a lot to do there, but will ensure it's updated. Afghans 
have the first cut at updating goals and milestones. There's an iterative back and forth with the 
Afghans until we agree on the document. Goal Is to complete it by the SOM in Sept. 


5+3+3 is sometimes with Afghans , sometim es not. Last Kabul meeting included the Finance 
Minister. The goal of the meeting||^|^|with donors was to speak with one voice as donors. 


Non-traditional donors: China, India 

Assistance from non-traditional donors can be a stretch. Chinese are hesitant to coordinate with us, 
but there's fairly extensive coordination with the Chinese on Afghan issues broadly. We have joint 
training for Afghan diplomats; we recently agreed to expand to two other joint training programs, 
one related to health and one on veterinary medicine training. Extent to which these programs are 
coordinated with the international community, it's through the Afghans. The Afghans hope for 
infrastructure. The new pledge of assistance from when Ghani went to Beijing - there's a significant 
amount of grants, and loans - a mix. The Chinese said it would not be infrastructure. We'll see 
what the follow through is. China prefers not to work through mechanisms like TMAF. 

With the Indians, we have some info on follow-through on their commitments, but there is not a 
great deal of coordination there. We try to keep lines of communication open diplomatically. 

Incentivized aid 

One area where there are common incentives or conditions is the ARTF; we've all bought into those. 
We've had continued discussions on this, on trying to align our incentives/conditions as much as 
possible. We agreed to have follow-up conversations so we can try to align them. 
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It’s political too, and a difference of views as to what actually works. Just because all agree on the 
importance of something, that doesn’t translate into how to use it as a condition. There are 
different views on how to use political conditionality, versus things that will enable a logical link 
between the thing you’re incentivizing, and aid. It’s not like there are thousands of conditions; it’s 
not horribly burdensome. And doesn’t diverge from what the Afghan government says is their 
priority/plan. 

Indicators and monitoring; NPPs 

I’m not part of discussing how we independently evaluate whether a condition has been met, but 
that doesn’t mean no one is discussing this. It’s more in aid circles. 

On the National Priority Programs (NPPs), there are some additional documents, some shorter- 
term priorities. There’s a list of 26 [KB: priorities? Mistake on number of NPPs? There are 22 
NPPs.] and how they fit into the short term. There’s nothing at the policy level that has required us 
to take a policy position on NPPs. 

International Contact Group 

It’s still valuable. Couple benefits: 1) It’s the only forum that brings together such a broad grouping 
of countries that have interests in Afghanistan - it includes Iran, Gulf countries, etc. (The SOM is 
only donors.) Among that group, there are varying levels of awareness of Afghanistan and its 
development. ICG is an opportunity to bring up the level of knowledge. Last ICG was a quite 
substantive discussion of the security situation, Other countries may get most of their information 
from press reports. Disseminates info and brings up the level of understanding. 

2) ICG presents opportunities for side meetings. There are various groupings. We and others pull 
together bilats, trilats, multilaterals. The IMF concluded an agreement on a staff monitoring 
program. There’s a lot going on. It’s been very helpful to donors, that intense discussion with 
Afghans is something that donors can hang their hat on. 

UN and World Bank 

UNAMA is appreciated among donors. They're playing role of convening donors; 1 don’t have the 
sense of substantive coordination, but UNAMA has convening authority. This is helpful and 
convenient. 1 have sympathy for UNAMA trying to find a role, to some degree in response to the US 
role. Because in the early period, we didn’t want the UN to play a significant role. As we’ve settled 
into our approach, they can as well. 

World Bank has been able to play a role with donors that the UN can’t play because the WB has 
programs. There’s a problem with an entity that’s not a donor trying to do aid coordination; they’re 
not naturally part of the conversation because don’t have money invested. This is probably why 
5+3 works well, because you all have something at stake. 

Recommendations 


Some requirement on coordination might be 
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as likely to tie hands as to help. 

US engagement with the OECD could be potentially helpful. There are not many places where deep 
thinking occurs between donors on how to increase aid effectiveness. I’d think USAID would be 
more engaged on this. If useful, maybe there are ways to better connect what happens there to the 
policy discussion/process in Washington. 

A lot comes down to, is there a distinction between development and assistance to a conflict 
country? Situation is not the same - necessarily and rightly. You can’t completely transpose 
development principles onto a conflict setting. There’s been excessive criticism of “expediency"; 
sometimes you want expediency. You have to absorb some transaction costs if you’re going to get 
to tomorrow. 


Follow-up Items 


None. 





